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As a retired civil engineer, | would oppose a plan that does more harm than good to our rivers, especially
whert it is a costly approach. What nappens when they're done and the problem is worse? The follow up
will cost even more, putting us well above the $1bn estimate. If there are highly concentrated areas of
contaminated materials, it makes sense 1o tackle one area and see how it goes. Evaluate those results
and see if there are better approaches to really solve the problem. Perhaps single out the worst spot in
the river, not an entire 10-mile streich all at once. Use the isolated area as a pilot cleanup project. This is
a more flexible approach that addresses the realities and doesn't extend the problem.

Spending a billion doliars upfront only to find out the plan doesn't work is a waste. Doing this means we
will have to spend more than the original billion when something else goes wrong. Based on current data,
the river is healing iiself, burying the contaminants. That dossn't mean the river doesn't need some help,
but we need io find an option that works with the river in its current state. Dredging up the river will only
make the problem worse again.

I'd like to ses the EPA use the best available science, and spend the least amount of money, to deal with
the poiential problems caused by hazardous pollutants in the river. Bringing those substances to the
surface doss not sound like the best solution.

Sincerely,
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